A s our recent authors and peer reviewers can attest, JGIM moved to Editorial Manager, a web-based platform, in April 2019. We are still on the learning curve, but we believe that the system will shorten the time from submission to acceptance. Integral to this is the management of peer review of submitted manuscripts. In our new system, reviewers are given four days to respond to an invitation. The system automatically generates invitations until three reviewers have agreed to review a manuscript. It is too early to really know if this will change our time to publication, but we are optimistic!
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The basic tenets of our approach have not changed. The editors-in-chief continue to reject approximately 40% of all submissions without review. We continue to depend upon an extraordinary group of dedicated associate editors who take a closer look at the remaining manuscripts and manage the peer review process for the majority of our submissions. We also, of course, rely upon our peer reviewers.
While imperfect, peer review has been shown to improve the quality of manuscripts. [1] [2] [3] [4] Our authors appear generally grateful and most often say that they believe the process has improved their publications. We ask peer reviewers to identify scientific strengths and weaknesses and assess the likely impact on the field of general internal medicine. A poorly written article may dissuade the team from peer review even when scientifically sound. While we ask reviewers to make recommendations regarding acceptance, we often see a range of opinions from accept to reject on the same paper. We use these recommendations as only one element in what is ultimately an editorial decision. We are grateful to authors who continue to submit to the journal, understanding that we are striving to get it right.
JGIM would like to thank the many talented people who have volunteered their time to serve as peer reviewers for the journal over the past 12 months. In 2018, 19, 991 reviewers provided a total of 1227 reviews with a mean quality score of 4.6 on a scale of 1-6 (as judged by our JGIM associate editors). Of these, 224 provided at least two reviews, and 16 provided three or more. We are indebted to them for their service.
Among this group of dedicated peer reviewers, there is a group that stands out. These top peer reviewers performed at least two reviews between July 2018 and June 2019, returned all reviews within 30 days, and received a quality score of 4 or greater (out of a maximum score of 6) on all reviews (Table 1 ). An asterisk identifies the 148 reviewers who meet these criteria. We congratulate them on their service to the academic community and thank them for their efforts on behalf of the journal.
If you are not already registered as a peer reviewer, please consider signing up. If you are publishing in JGIM, you are benefiting from the service of your colleagues through this process. If each article is reviewed by 3 people that means that you should review 3 times as many papers as you submit! We look forward to working with all of our readers and reviewers in the year to come. Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations. Zegarek, Matthew Zeggwagh, Amine Ali Zhu, Jane* Zikmund-Fisher, Brian Zoucha, Jeff Zullig, Leah *Superior Reviewer: defined as > = 2 reviews, quality score no lower than 4 of 6 on any single review, no review returned past 30 days
